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by their conquerors than upon Hobbes's political philosophy.
It was soon obvious that they could not expect leniency. After
much delay and with considerable reluctance, parliament
eventually passed what was called an ordinance of general
pardon and oblivion.1 Its introductory sentence boasted that
it was enacted in order that all people might enjoy their just
rights and liberties; but, actually, the bill was too clogged with
exceptions to carry out these ideals in their entirety. From the
general indemnity for all offences committed against the state
prior to 3 September 1651 (the date of the battle of Worcester),
high treasons and rebellious acts—mere words being pardoned
—committed since 30 January 1649 were excluded, as well as
sums due to redeem sequestered lands. For the most part the act
was received with derision. The little effect it might have had in
reconciling royalists to the republic was speedily undone; later
in that same year, by another act, providing for the sale of
estates forfeited for treason. The number of individuals con-
cerned was more than six hundred, who, said Cromwell, were
driven like flocks of sheep, forty in a morning, to the confisca-
tion of goods and estates.2 The economic necessities of the state
sufficiently explain this treatment of the losing side as irrecon-
cilable and therefore to be ruined, but some members may have
shared the opinion Ludlow afterwards set down in his Memoirs,3
that Cromwell was merely cultivating popularity in urging
clemency for royalists, and they may have derived a measure
of satisfaction from thwarting him.
The commons were just as difficult on three other questions
in which the army was vitally interested—reform, religion, and
a general election. Although the primary causes of the puritan
revolution were political and religious, economic and social
factors, which were by no means insignificant at the beginning,
were now growing in importance. The open attacks of levellers
and diggers upon the commonwealth—one section demanding
far-reaching democratic changes in the constitution, and the
other, smaller but equally vociferous, advocating socialistic
measures—could not be met with a policy of mere negation.
The attitude of parliament towards legal reform may be cited
as an example of its attitude towards reform in general.
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